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PER CURIAM.

Edward Allan Willoughby appealsfromthefinal judgment enteredintheDistrict
Court*for the District of Minnesota upon his guilty pleato conspiring to distribute and
possess with intent to distribute cocaine and cocaine base, in violation of 21 U.S.C.
8 846. The district court sentenced appellant to 210 months imprisonment and five
years supervised release. Counsel has filed a brief and moved to withdraw pursuant
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to Andersv. Cdlifornia, 386 U.S. 738 (1967). For reversal, counsel argues that the
district court erred in denying Willoughby amitigating-rolereduction and in calcul ating
Willoughby’ scriminal history asCategory |11 and that Willoughby receivedineffective
assistance of counsel. In his pro se supplemental filing, Willoughby contends that the
sentencing issues raised by counsel are meritorious and that the ineffective-assistance
clam should be deferred to 28 U.S.C. § 2255 proceedings. For the reasons discussed
below, we affirm the judgment of the district court.

We conclude that the sentencing issues were waived below. Although counsel
included them in his objections to the presentence report, he did not pursue them or
request rulings on them at the sentencing hearing, he declined the opportunity for an
evidentiary hearing, and he allowed sentencing to be completed without drawing the
district court’ s attention to the objected-to matters. See United Statesv. Hester, 140
F.3d 753, 761-62 (8th Cir. 1998) (defendant waived objections, precluding appellate
review, where he objected to various aspects of PSR, but declined district court’s
Invitation to be heard on objections at sentencing, did not request rulings on objections,
and allowed sentencing to be completed without drawing court’ s attention to objected-
to matters). Willoughby’s ineffective-assistance claim should be deferred to § 2255
proceedings. See United States v. Martin, 59 F.3d 767, 771 (8th Cir. 1995).

After review of counsel’ s Andersbrief, along with our independent review of the
record in accordancewith Pensonv. Ohio, 488 U.S. 75 (1988), wefind no nonfrivol ous
issues. Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district court, and we grant
counsel’s motion to withdraw.
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